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00:00:00 {TIBETAN} 00:00:10

Begin by adjusting your motivation, and thinking that you are here on this occasion to receive the most profound 
Mahayana teachings with the ultimate aim of reaching the state of enlightenment in order to be able to benefit all 
mother sentient beings. With this thought in your mind, please adjust your motivation for listening according to 
the instructions of all the great lamas of this tradition. We continue with the handout with the various quotations. 
We continue with the next quotation. It is from the 27th chapter. It says 

"It does not make sense for there to be 
A self that is different from the appropriated. 
If different, it could reasonably be perceived 
In the absence of appropriation, yet it cannot" [27.7]

00:01:28 {TIBETAN} 00:02:45

With this verse we are negating the position of non-Buddhists who believe that the self is totally different, totally 
unrelated to the aggregates. If you look at the second line, it says "a self that is different from the appropriated." 
The appropriated here refers to the appropriated aggregates. Clearly, it's talking about this position that says “the 
self is different from the aggregates.” We say, if the self were different from the aggregates, then you go into the 
first line, it says it would not make any sense, at all. And why is that? Because if it were different, if the self was 
completely different, completely unrelated from the appropriated aggregates, it could reasonably be perceived. 
Meaning it would be perceived/comprehended by the mind in the absence of appropriation. In the absence of the 
appropriated aggregates, like the aggregates are not there, there's no aggregate there, but then you would be able 
to conceive, your mind would be able to conceive, hold onto the idea of self. Yet it cannot.
00:04:04 {TIBETAN} 00:05:14

The verse concludes by saying, "yet it cannot," meaning that the self cannot be perceived in the mind in the 
absence of appropriation. There's a particular vers in Entering the Middle Way. We're not going to do exactly the 
verse, but the meaning of the verse refers to the fact that all of us sentient beings have taken many lives, we have 
taken countless rebirths, and in each one of those rebirths we had a different set of aggregates. And the thing is 
that in each one of those rebirths we had a very strong sense of "I." So there is grasping at the "I," and we come 
into this rebirth with this very strong grasping at the "I." The conclusion of that verse is that there is grasping at 
the self, and even though you cannot conceive of the self without the aggregates, the grasping is there.
00:06:25 {TIBETAN} 00:06:30

Even if you are not capable of grasping or perceiving a self that is other than the aggregates, nevertheless, the 
self-grasping is there. For that reason, we say there is no self that is different from the aggregates. It becomes 
clearer in the next quotation which is from Entering the Middle Way "And thus there is no self existing separate 
from the aggregates; Divided from the aggregates there is no self to grasp." [6.124a] It says "and thus," and 
therefore, there is no self existing separate from the aggregates. Separated from the aggregates because when it is 
separated, when it is divided from the aggregates, there is no self to grasp. For us there is no innate mind that can 
grasp the self if it is separated from the aggregates.
00:08:38 {TIBETAN} 00:08:50

This expression here, “divided from the aggregates” means without relying upon the aggregates, without 
comprehending the aggregates you would not have an idea of the self, you would not be able to grasp at the idea 
of the self. A self that is different, that it is disassociated, it stands on its own. You couldn't find that. This is a 
whole verse, it has four lines. We only have the first two lines here in the outline. The verse continues by saying 
that for worldly beings the grasping at the self would have no focal object. Worldly beings refers to us, ordinary 
beings, and then it's talking about the grasping at the self. The grasping at the self is something that we, worldly, 
ordinary beings have like an innate thought, self-grasping is innate for us.
00:11:06 {TIBETAN} 00:11:07
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It says that innate self-grasping that actually exists in worldly beings, in ordinary beings, would not be able to 
focus on that, would not have a focal object because there cannot be any understanding of the self separately from
the aggregates. There is that idea that there could be a self that is completely separate from the aggregates. 
Worldly beings would not be able to posit this as a focal object, meaning we would not be able to observe this, 
would not be able to have this, because although there is no self that is other than the aggregates, there is always 
that innate grasping at the self.
00:12:34 {TIBETAN} 00:13:17

The self that is other from the aggregates, it's not something that we can grasp at, it's not something that we can 
focus upon, it's not something that we comprehend, however we always have grasping at the self.
00:13:32 {TIBETAN} 00:15:01

If you see what is the usual convention in the world, like let's say your arm is aching. When your arm is in pain, 
you say "I am in pain." We do that all the time, and that actually indicates that somehow, we link "I," myself, with
my aggregates. Why? Because we cannot comprehend, we don't actually have this idea of a self that is separate 
from the aggregates. So, if you look at the worldly conventions, all these expressions that we are using, they all 
indicate that we link ourselves with our aggregates.
00:15:45 {TIBETAN} 00:16:34

It's like this, it's innate within us, and we use all these expressions that indicate that we do not consider ourselves 
to be in nature, or in substance, different from our aggregates. This is why when your arm is aching, you say "I 
am in pain." So we link the two together. If we did not do that, if actually we believed that myself and my arm or 
my aggregates are completely different in nature, we would not be saying "I am in pain" when my leg, or my 
arm, or my head is in pain. And if we did that, if while we consider the self and the aggregates to be separate, if 
we used the expression and said "I am in pain" when my arm is in pain, this would be the unwanted consequence 
of saying, like when the vase is broken, I am broken. We wouldn't say that, we wouldn't do that.
00:17:56 {TIBETAN} 00:19:23

We actually always think that there is a connection between ourselves and our aggregates. We say "my body," 
"my mind," We express this relationship of possession. It shows that somehow, we recognise that there is a 
connection there. And of course, there is this idea that there is the self that is the one who is controlling, like the 
boss, and the aggregates are the ones that are controlled or used by the boss, by the self. And then we act in this 
way. We understand that there is this relationship. The self or the person is imputed. It relies upon those 
aggregates, but it cannot be found within those aggregates. And this is a point that is highlighted in the Ocean of 
Reasoning, where it says there is this relationship where the self is merely imputed upon the aggregates, but you 
will not find it in amongst the aggregates.
00:20:38 {TIBETAN} 00:21:06

A similar meaning in the legs bshad snying po where it says that in this world, we understand this relationship 
between the self and the aggregates, and this is why you will not find the self within the aggregates.
00:21:26 {TIBETAN} 00:22:20

Having explained that, we have this understanding and we think that the self is like the boss that is bossing 
around the aggregates. One might come up with a question that says, okay, if you identify yourself as being the 
boss, wouldn't that imply, or wouldn't that bring you into the position of saying that the self is actually different 
from the aggregates—it is above, it's one that has the power, is overpowering them, is controlling, is using them? 
Doesn't that imply the idea that the self is different? And we say, no, we don't have that unwanted consequence 
because although we recognise that the self is like the boss of the aggregates, we're not saying that they are 
different in nature as being totally unrelated. It is one thing to be the boss, and another thing to say they are 
totally unrelated.
00:23:19 {TIBETAN} 00:25:03

We come now to the quotation from Special Insight. It says, "you should train until you find the firm certainty 
that sees the harming refutation for the position that the self exists from its own nature as different from the 
aggregates with logical arguments such as this." Here, Lama Tsongkhapa mentions only one of the positions, the 
position that the self is inherently different from the aggregates. But, of course, we can expand this and 
understand that we have to deal with both positions, that the self is inherently different from the aggregates, and 
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the position that the self is inherently one with the aggregates. It says, you have to train by using logical 
arguments such as this. So, depending on which of these two positions we are negating, we know that we have 
specific arguments. They are arguments that are harming this position. So, if we want to negate the position that 
they are inherently one, we follow this logic in this way, if we want to negate that they are inherently different, 
we follow that logic in that way. So, he says, you should train until you find firm certainty that sees how the logic
works. Until you find that firm certainty, means you train again and again again until you find that certainty.
00:26:30 {TIBETAN} 00:27:34

And then it says, "this is because if you do not acquire correct certainty that harms these two positions of being 
inherently one with and different from the aggregates." So you see, in this sentence, he's mentioning both 
positions, the position being inherently one and inherently different. So "if you do not acquire the correct 
certainty that harms these two positions." What does that mean? It means if you do not see what is the fault that 
comes if you accept, let's say the first position. First of all, you have to see the fault that would follow from that. 
And then you have to understand what harm your logical argument is causing to grasping at this position. So he 
says, until you see that very clearly, and you have the certainty, how your logical arguments are harming the fault 
that would follow if you went down the wrong way, "even though you have concluded that the self does not exist 
inherently, it only becomes a fundamental position, and therefore you have not found the correct view." So what 
he is saying is, until you have found that certainty that sees how your logical argument harms the mistake, you 
might be repeating a hundred times a day to yourself "it lacks inherent existence, it lacks inherent existence." But 
that does nothing in terms of your realisation, you have not realised the point. So, it has become your belief, and 
you say "I believe they inherently exist." So it becomes your tenet, but you have not understood the point.
00:29:24 {TIBETAN} 00:31:03

We're looking at this position. One of the positions is that the self is inherently one with the aggregates. And we 
say it's a position of Buddhist schools from Autonomy school and below. They posit this position. Let's look at 
the Autonomy school. Why is it, are they holding this position that the self is one with the aggregates? Obviously,
they must have some scriptural authority or something, some reason why they are sayng this. They actually have 
both the reasoning and scriptural authority. So, when they are quoting scriptural authority, for example, they find 
a quotation in the Sutra, and the quotation says, when you discipline the mind you discipline the self. So they say,
look at this quotation in Sutra, it says that disciplining the mind is disciplining the self. So the discipline of the 
mind refers to the discipline of the self. Therefore, the self must be the mind. This is what the Sutra says, this how
they interpret it.
00:32:20 {TIBETAN} 00:33:18

The other quotation that they give is a verse that we find in Entering the Middle Way, and actually that same 
verse is found in the Sutra. It's a famous verse. And what is interesting is the way that they interpret the verse. So 
the verse is just about how the chariot is imputed upon its various parts, similarly sentient beings, which refers to 
the person, are imputed by relying upon the aggregates. So, this is what the verse says, and how they interpret 
this is, you're telling me that the person is imputed upon the aggregates. So that means that you should be able to 
find that person in the aggregates, if you are imputing it upon the aggregates.
00:34:13 {TIBETAN} 00:35:01

Let's say if you are imputing the person upon the aggregates, you should be able to look within the aggregates 
and find the person. This is why you impute. This is why and how you impute the person. So they're looking at 
the different aggregates, and they say, okay, it's not going to be the aggregate of form, it's not going to be the 
aggregate of feeling, it's not going to be the aggregate of discrimination, or compositional factors, and they 
identify the last one, and they say that it's the aggregate of consciousness. And it's interesting to see why they 
posit the aggregate of consciousness as being the person. They do it because they say this is the thing that 
migrates from one life to the next. So, they say if you look at what goes from one rebirth to the next, from one 
state of existence to the next, this is the mind. And therefore, if you're looking for the person, the person must be 
that mind that goes from life to life.
00:36:02 {TIBETAN} 00:36:49

The thing with all of those schools is that the fundamental position is that everything exists from its own side. If 
the thing does not exist from its own side, they cannot posit it as an existing entity. So if the thing exists, 
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obviously for them it must exist from its own side. So that is their fundamental position. So then, when you come
and say the self is imputed upon the aggregates, they say yeah, it's imputed upon the aggregates, but because it 
must exist from its own side therefore you find it there among the aggregates. It should be finable. You should be 
able to look for it and find it in the aggregates, within the aggregates. That is their position.
00:37:38 {TIBETAN} 00:38:01

We have addressed this point and the point that we make is that the basis of imputation must be different from the
thing that is imputed upon it. If they were the same, there would be no need to impute it. So they have to be 
different. This is what Master Buddhapalita is pointing out. What would be the purpose of imputing it if it was 
already there?
00:38:26 {TIBETAN} 00:38:40

In the Sutra also, because the self is imputed upon the aggregates, the self is not the aggregates. Because it is 
imputed it has to be different than the aggregates, it's not the same with the aggregates. And we see this because 
we are able to impute.
00:38:56 {TIBETAN} 00:40:26

The story is about one of the disciples of Panchen Losang Choegyen. This disciple was Damchoe Gyaltsen, a 
very studious meditator, a very good practitioner. He was in retreat and he developed realisation of emptiness. 
And when that became common knowledge other students came to meet him because they wanted to ask the 
questions like, how do you meditate on emptiness? What's the object of negation? What do you do at this point? 
Basically, what is the difference between the Middle Way Consequence and the Middle Way Autonomy schools? 
right. That was the hot question, the difficult question.
00:41:28 {TIBETAN} 00:41:59

So, they ask him this question and he wanted to show humility, and he says, “oh I don't understand much about 
the view, I don't know much about emptiness.” So actually, as he was sitting there he was leaning, and there was 
a pillar behind him. So he was leaning against the pillar, and he says, “look, I don't understand much about 
emptiness, but the difference is this. For the Autonomist this is the pillar, for the followers of Consequence school
this is not the pillar.” Short and very pithy answers. So, when he says for the Autonomist this is the pillar, because
the Autonomist, they take the basis of designation as being the actual pillar. For the Middle Way Consequence 
school this is not the pillar because this is the basis of designation of the pillar. We impute the pillar upon the 
basis of designation. So it is not the same as the pillar.
00:43:19 {TIBETAN} 00:43:29

For the Autonomy school you should be able to search for it and find it because it exists from its own side. So 
that definitely is the pillar for them.
00:43:38 {TIBETAN} 00:44:18

Also, if we look at the Mind-Only school, they have a very similar position. Basically, they have the same 
position. The self is the aggregate and they identify consciousness as being it. They don't talk about mental 
consciousness. They posit a particular type of consciousness, which is the foundation-of-all. The reason is exactly
the same. So it's just the name of the consciousness. But the reason why they posit consciousness as the self is 
exactly the same.
00:44:48 {TIBETAN} 00:44:59

The Mind-Only school has this additional type of mental consciousness. They want to posit an extra one beyond 
the six types, because they want to posit a type of mental awareness that is the foundation for all the karmic 
imprints and call it "foundation-of-all."
00:45:18 {TIBETAN} 00:46:39

We have two more schools left. The Great Exposition school. They say that the self is the aggregates. They are 
not directly saying this, but they do it in an indirect way. And then we have the Sutra school that again says that 
the self is the aggregates. They kind of like refine it by saying it is the continuum of the aggregates. For the Great
Exposition school where they don't directly say that the self is the aggregates, but indirectly this is basically what 
they accept. They take the aggregates to be the focal object of the view of the perishable. When you have to focus
on the self you have to focus on the aggregates. So although they don't directly say “the self is the aggregates,” 
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because they identify the aggregates as the focal object of the view of the perishable, indirectly they're saying the 
aggregates is the self.
00:47:49 {TIBETAN} 00:48:14

For the Sutra school they're not going to directly say that the self is the aggregates. But what they say is that it is 
the continuum of the aggregates. So as you go from life to life, or from one existence to the next, there is a 
continuum of aggregates. So they say that continuum of aggregates is the self.
00:48:37 {TIBETAN} 00:49:02

As you can see, there are various Buddhist positions identifying, somehow equating the self with the aggregates. 
Whether they say that it is mental consciousness, whether they say it's the consciousness that is the foundation-
of-all, whether indirectly they say it is the aggregates, or whether they say it is the continuum of the aggregates, 
various Buddhist positions, but it comes down to saying that the self is the aggregates. We have seen the faults of 
that. Last week we looked at the faults that follow from this position.
00:50:03

That was the Buddhist presentation, that the self is one with the aggregates. Now the non-Buddhist position is 
that the self is completely different from the aggregates. So there is this idea of the soul or the atman, and they are
talking about a self that is permanent, that is single and it is self-powered, does not depend upon any causes and 
conditions. This is how they posit the self.
00:50:34 {TIBETAN} 00:51:43

We are entering now the section of the text that we're going to negate non-Buddhist positions. There are many 
non-Buddhists...
00:51:51 {TIBETAN} 00:54:17

If you look at the outline, in the handouts, "Clearly stating that those who accept it as inherently established end 
up with the views of permanence and nihilism." We have refuted the positions before, and now we are going to 
show that if you accept it as inherently established, you will end up with the two extreme views.00:55:07 
{TIBETAN} 00:55:17

"Existence" is apprehension of permanence, 
"Nonexistence" a view of annihilation. 
The wise, therefore, ought not to adhere 
To either existence or nonexistence. [15.10] 

The first line, existence, is obviously talking about inherent existence, is apprehension of permanence. This word,
here, apprehension, apprehension of permanence, or in other words, it's the view of permanence. We talk about 
correct view or correct apprehension. Then we talk about wrong view, and wrong apprehension. So, apprehension
indicates view. So existence, inherent existence is the view of permanence. Non-existence is the view, or the 
apprehension of annihilation or nihilism.
00:56:59 {TIBETAN} 00:57:53

There is something that we need to clarify here. We talk about the view or grasping at different things. One is 
having the view of permanence, grasping at permanence. The other one is having the view of inherent existence, 
grasping at inherent existence. Actually, these two things are two different types of grasping. They're not the 
same. They are two different types of grasping. When you are grasping at inherent existence you believe that 
things exist from their own side. But when you believe that, you end up believing that they are permanent. So, 
there are two different types of grasping. But the first leads to the second. This is why it says grasping at inherent 
existence becomes grasping at permanence.
00:58:49 {TIBETAN} 00:59:38

We had a presentation, the unique presentation of afflictions according to the Middle Way Consequence school. 
And in there we made a differentiation of various views in terms of the gross level of that grasping and the subtle 
level of that grasping. In terms of the permanence: the gross grasping at permanence is to believe that things do 
not change, that they are static. But for the subtle grasping at permanence, we posit it to believe that things exist 
from their own side. That's a unique presentation from the Middle Way Consequence school. What we want to 
say is that if you believe that things exist from their own side, you end up believing that they are permanent.
01:00:29 {TIBETAN} 01:00:43
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We say that it is a unique presentation of the Middle Way school, because actually it's a position of the Middle 
Way school that the other schools below it, cannot posit. They do not believe it. They do not present it. So, this 
particular interpretation sets the Middle Way Consequence school above or different from the other schools. The 
other schools cannot talk about lacking existence from its own side. It's only the Middle Wy Consequence school 
that talks about this point.
01:01:18 {TIBETAN} 01:01:23

So, they cannot posit grasping at existing from its own side as being subtle grasping at permanence.
01:01:32 {TIBETAN} 01:02:09

The next line, non-existence is the view of annihilation. Again, if you believe that it does not inherently exist it 
does not exist at all. That position that this is grasping at nihilism is the unique position of the Middle Way 
Consequence school. So again, we're looking at gross view of nihilism and subtle view of nihilism. What is the 
gross view of nihilism? Gross view of nihilism is something that is common. Other people also can posit it. So 
for example, saying that the Three Jewels don't exist, it's a nihilistic view. Saying that the four truths do not exist, 
it's a nihilistic view. Saying that past and future lives don't exist, that’s a nihilistic view. Saying that the 
continuum of the person is severed. That's a nihilistic view in the gross level. What is now the subtle presentation 
of nihilistic view according to the Middle Way Consequences School? To say that if it does not inherently exist, it
does not exist at all.
01:03:23 {TIBETAN} 01:04:07

Then it says the wise, therefore, ought not to adhere to either existence or nonexistence. So, the wise should avoid
the grasping of the two extremes, the extreme of permanence and nihilism. They should steer away from this, and
therefore they should not adhere, they should not grasp either to existence, or to nonexistence. They should hold 
the Middle Way view by avoiding the two extremes. 

The final verse, "If not nonexistent—this is permanence. "It existed before, but now it does not"— That implies 
annihilation." [15.11].
01:05:07 {TIBETAN} 01:05:39

This shows that if you are grasping at inherent existence, it will follow that you will fall into either of the two 
extremes.
01:05:48 {TIBETAN} 01:06:37

It begins by saying that which exists by nature. So anything, any phenomenon that would exist by nature, 
meaning from its own side, inherently, this would be something that would not rely, and it would not depend 
upon anything else. So, no causes and no conditions could possibly interact with it, and cause it to change or be 
exhausted or anything like this. Nothing would affect it. So that thing that inherently exists would not change. 
That thing would have to be permanent.
01:07:15 {TIBETAN} 01:07:31

If you grasp at inherent existence, obviously you end up with grasping at permanence. The other point is the 
interesting one. This is the obvious one. If you grasp at inherent existence, how do you end up with nihilism?
01:07:47 {TIBETAN} 01:08:32

It existed before, but now it does not. It existed before. I started with an entity that exists from its own side. 
However, I accept impermanence, and I observe that there is momentary disintegration, but that momentary 
disintegration also inherently exists. If that momentary disintegration exists inherently, it means it goes on 
forever, unimpeded, nothing can stop it. It's like an unstoppable, complete annihilation that does not depend upon
any other cause or condition. So once annihilation begins, momentary disintegration begins, it's going to be total, 
unstoppable annihilation. So, it existed before and now it's completely lost. It became non-existent.
01:09:30 {TIBETAN} 01:09:45

So there is annihilation, there is momentary destruction. But if that destruction is inherently existing destruction, 
it means it does not depend and it does not rely upon anything else. And once you switch it on, you cannot stop it.
It's going to be complete annihilation. So, you will end up with nothing. So, at the end you end up in this position 
that there is nihilism. There's nothing [left.]
01:10:14
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Geshe la: Hmm, we finish now! [Laughs]
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